











Foreword 


.Alii J *i)J jLazJI 

The title of this booklet is self-explanatory; nonetheless, this booklet is meant to clarify some of 
the harder parts of It doesn't cover majority of the book, barely some of it, but ^ u! 

<&' you will find it beneficial. 

I would like to thank my teacher, who taught this book and clarified it like no one else could 
have, without him this would not have been possible to write. Mainly because he encouraged 
me to. 

If you think you've found any mistakes, that is very well possible. I suggest you read 
it should clarify most of this booklet as well. 

A kind request to make du'a for me, that Allah increases my knowledge and gives me a death in 
the state of imaan. 


■Ali 
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Lies, lies and some truth 


On page 11-12 there is a discussion regarding what constitutes as a truth and lie. 

According to the majority, the definitions are as follows: 

• Truthfulness of a report: Its accordance with reality 

• Untruthfulness of a report: Its lack of accordance with reality 

Nizaam al-Mu'tazili defines them differently: 

• Truthfulness of a report: Its accordance with the belief of the informer, even if not in 
accordance with reality 

• Untruthfulness of a report: Its lack of accordance with the belief of the informer 

So, regarding the example: "The punishment of the grave won't occur," the majority would call 
this a lie, regardless of who said it. According to Nizaam this would be the truth if said by a 
Mu'tazili. 


Nizaam justifies his position with the following verse: 


al - Munafigoon 1)) dii&ii. lij 


He argues that the hypocrites were called liars because their statement was not according to 
their belief. 


This is notion of his is replied to in several ways: 

1. They brought emphasis in their speech, creating the impression that their testimony was 
from the bottom of their heart. Since it wasn't, it didn't conform with reality, hence they 
were called liars. 

2. They lied in declaring their statement to be a testimony. A testimony is that which is in 
accordance with one's beliefs, as this wasn't the case, they were declared liars. 

3. They were called liars because they were saying something they didn't believe to be 
true (i.e. -it Jj-j ^!), even though it is true in reality. But in the hypocrites their own 
minds, they were liars as they were saying something that doesn't accord with reality 
(to them). 

The subtlety in the third point is that they knew they were lying because they didn't believe the 
Holy Prophet to be a Messenger of Allah. They weren't lying because they said something they 
didn't believe in (as per Nizaam's point). They were lying because they said something that 
didn't accord with reality (to them). 

Another example to understand the third point: Take a flat-earther, for example, who says "The 
earth is spherical." According to Nizaam he would be a liar because he is saying something that 
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doesn't accord with his beliefs, even though it accords with our reality. According to the majority 
he would be a liar because he is saying something that is contrary to his (false) reality. 


The ^ as per Nizaam would be as per the majority it would be j 


Contemplate the third point carefully, lest you misunderstand. 


Isnaad Majazi or Isti'arah? 


On page 15-18 the types of i-H are discussed and consequently some examples are given. To 
quickly recap the types: 


Aic aJ jA Lo elixx ji (Jxall Jalxj XjVqc. 

It is the 4iJ of a verb or something in its meaning to whom it actually is for (e.g. or JeUii ±&>), 
according to the apparent belief of the speaker. 


E.g. a Muslim saying: jyi at and a disbeliever saying: jyi 


(Jjlaj jA Lo <1 jA jXx 

It is the 4iJ of one of those two to something that it is closely associated/related to those two, 
other than whom the action is actually for (i.e. not the or i>uii - the All of this with 

a hint that the apparent isn’t intended. 

E.g. »J*3 (His day is fasting), JM' ^4' (when said by a Muslim). In these examples the 

action is being linked to someone who isn’t truly performing the action. 

On page 19 it is mentioned that Sakkaki rejects this notion: 

fjA L» w' llsljj 4j J') ^ Juu JLoaJI ji a o.* ! 1 (fl^.Xi'j) 

<-J-j j> (jjLxJlf jjUi— r’j * jl**-*-^ 

ji <i ^- 11 <i ji- h _u 3 

3jL£jli AjUlwt ■ A— J.\ j S~-J ^1 <J 4,..i«ll »j\ <- _ i S^jyL jt\ ja */ 4;.l«i1 

4j *;■*.« ^jUw« U-li A* jJA J' J' 

<fs*e (j) *s— 3f^ •£*>' J! <*-!) IfM*-' 1 } j'i' >* V—' 

3 jj tjlijl ijt* ~i- :^1 (3^-P ^«L£J' 'Xi ^lp) 

(*^V 5jU^JU oj'oti— 1 ^U*Jl jl,n».3i 3 (*3^) (UjJl ^3k * <Jl <Aj)i *;•-! Aityu 

(li-J-Lo aJj 5 J JjC j! — j) jjS’JUl JjutJl 

v*- 1 -* j/, j! fjlj ii-Jl j UAiJl *j j»}\ j^X_i ^ jUw» jpL» jS 

^ JS* J (' ♦JLp fc?vi j V ji) j (j) Jl*l> 1 ^>0 3 * 
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Sakkaki rejects the notion of 3**, opining that whatever example preceded is in fact SjU^i 


Note: sjUU is a whose is Three things are omitted: 1 of the a * 1 2 * J*, the j, 
and the sO. 

So where we say that it will be he retorts by saying that is not it. He says the word will 

be made then narrowing it down to s because only the is mentioned and the 
is intended. The -m* j would then be (being the doer of the action). 

So according to him, what is intended with &}J\ is the t>ia (which is the -q - Allah), 
because of the of ^4! to This is problematic in the following verse: 

(7 al-Qari’ah) '<&&■ J* j** 

Because according to Sakkaki, what is intended with 4-4^ is the possessor of the life - But 
if the word were to be replaced by (the <J&ia) 5 it wouldn't make sense. The 
meaning would then be: 




The other arising problem would be in the example: (His day is fasting), as the intended 

with would be the person himself. The problem with that would be that something would be 
towards itself - as refers to the cMa, i.e. the person, but so does the ^ The 
other issue would be the presence of the in form, so it couldn't be s jUv-i in the 

first place. 


To taqdeem or to not taqdeem? 


Over the span of page 32-34, the following is being said by Abdul Qahir regarding the taqdeem 

of ^4) 


Taqdeem of the 
A: If it is 

1. And follows after a ^ then it will be for only. E.g.'^ ^ ui u 

2. But doesn't follow after a ^ ‘-•j*., then it could be for or l?j£. E.g. ui 

gj ? la. , and j* 


B: If it is 

1. It will be for j of the E.g. j, i.e._>«' V. 

2. Or being singled out for the J** j±. E.g. ^4* i.e. u^>j V. 
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On page 35 it's said that Sakkaki agrees in all of that except the following: ^ only gives the 
benefit of Vt jf| 

1. The word would have been grA*-* Je-ti if made >■>. 

2. It must be supposed (in the mind) by the to have been brought forward and 
that it initially was ». 

If both of these conditions are not fulfilled, then it will only give the benefit of y;j£. So in the 
case of condition #2 missing - e.g. not presuming that ^ was ti prior - the only benefit 
that is obtained is l If condition #1 is missing, then #2 is not even applicable, so only 
is achieved - like in: ^ (as would become if made >■>, according to 

Sakkaki). 

This view hits a roadblock in the example of: Sakkaki, however, cops out by saying 

that J*,j would become the (i.e. isj^ Jc-ti) of the j* inside This way is still 

achieved in the example. 


Wait.. what now? 


On page 60 it is mentioned that sometimes a transitive verb (^-^i J*iti) is utilized as (^>> Jjp) 
an intransitive verb J*ii') and there is no implication of a direct object (^ Jj*^) when the 
verb is used. 

On page 61 it mentions that the transitive verb being utilized as intransitive is of 2 types: 

1. either that verb (whilst not having an object [&H) is made tantamount to [cjf- <>'-&] the 
same verb in the state that it is linked [&«^] to a specific object upon which context 
denotes; 

2. or [the verb is] not [made tantamount to the same verb linked to a specific object upon 
which context denotes]. 

Understand it with the following example: AO The verb is being utilized as intransitive 
( f _pui); it can be used in 2 ways, as mentioned prior. According to the first way, this sentence 
means ^According to the second way: ALc.yi jjj in the former way there 
is an implied object, in the latter way there is no implied object, because the meaning is that 
Zayd performed the action of giving, not that he gave something specific. 

Note: In both these cases, the verb is made as < 0 V, it is only that at times an object is necessary 
to presume to have it make sense meaning-wise. But the point of the verb is to only affirm or 
negate the action for the i»i (as opposed to the next type - where the purpose is beyond 
affirming or negating the verb from the i>ti). 
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